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IN Rh Chireoce II. ole
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IN’] IA!. lF lSI0 ANI ORDER

Siircniciii ol the ase

I he subject propel-h is ieseiitl valued a> t&FI]lws

1.ANJ VAI Ub IMPROVEIEINF VALUE *VftAI V.l UF .SSISSM IIN1

S20.l00 S7,S0O S96.900 S24.225

An appeal has been filed on behalf,Ithc property owner with the State Board of

!LILIahizaluFFii. ‘I]e undersigned administrativejudge eonducted hearing in dii nialter On

April 2 2006 in flloujmilIc. Tennessee. In attendance at the hearing ‘vrc { larence C&i]e.

Rita Jo ole- and Sullivan County Property Asses>t’r represenlat ‘c. Glendora Maines.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND 0Nl.USl Ns: C] I MV

Subject property L’F!I si si s of a 71 acre traci iniproved with a single ltni lv residence

construe ted in 1 79 located a 7X} Santa Fe Dri ye in Bristol. Teilliessee. Of the 1.7 nelL’s.

a otal of 1.2 7 acres i> Iatcd in the floodpairn

The taxpayer contended that uhjcct properly should he valued at $90.’ PU In

support ofthis position, the taxpa’er argued that the poilior] o1uhjec.I micE in the floodpliin

has minimal value because it cannot be used as a building site and c’scntially C&IIISIIEUtCS an

exiensioli ,fihe yard. ] he taxpayer objected to the fact that the 2005 reappraisal program

resulted in tIlL! applit-atlin ofari P ettlition factor rather than l! :oiidiri&iii lacier as

iii previous years

Ihe assessor contended dial subject propePv should he valued at $9 I SOft In support

ol’ this its ition, the assessor introduced a valuation anal vs is [epared Ii the recently retired

eapprairI I coordinator Rudy Brown. Mr. Brown’ analysis csseimtiallv cons skI I ii

nuniher ofsalcs he maintained suppon a value of Y5 ID. In addition, Mr. E3nn n iserted

that the prior 50 condition factor was an error to the extent it "-as applied to all I .71 acres

rather than Ihe Klein lie floodplain.

Notwitltstandiitg the forcgoiii. Ms Maines recoiiirnended de1weeiaupie stihieci

residence an additional 5 due to the proximity ofa neighbor’s aragc. This adjustment

results in a value of $91900.



The basis of valuation as siated in Tennes.ee Code Annotated Section 67-S-60l a is

that "Ilihe value of all property slirLil be useenained tit,nl lie cidcpicc alit’ Mlijnd, intri’i’ic

I riiniediiite value. fbr purposes of Ic between a ill i iig sd icr and a ii ling buyer

without cc’isideration of speculanve aJues -

General appraisal pncipie require that the market, cost and income approaches to

value he used whcnecr possible. .-p1raisal Institule, Thc .1ppniil n/ tier’! at 50

tad 62 I 2t1, ed. 2tuI however cc’lain apprtraiehcs to va]ue ‘nay he IIiO]C ILICIIlIrlgttIl

than others Hi respect to a specific type of property and such is noted in the correlation of

value indicators to detentline the hnal value estimate. The value indicators must he udged

iii three eIcI}ric: I he linount and reliability oldie data callected in each apprLacii: 2

the inherent strengths and we,kncsses ofcach approacli and the relevance ol each

approach to the subect ofthe appraisal, 14. at 59-6O3.

l’he value to be detenn lined in the present ea< is market value. A general] y accepted

dcfininiii trln,arkci due lbr ad valorern tax purposes is thai it k the most probable l,rit’c

expressed itt teriiis of,noncv that a property soiild ,rini if’cp"etl or Jic iii tile Lr1ieri

market in an arm’s length Ira,isact’on between a willing seller and a willing buyer. both of

when, any knowLctiecil,lc ct,,iccuutw all the NC’ li Filch it i adapted and or which it is

capable of being used. Ii. at 2 -22.

‘l’he administrative judge finds that the parties contentions ofvalue differ by

rclatiely insignificant 2. ihe administrativejudge finds that the methodology used to

v;tlLie t,bjeet inicl appears to conslittile the rca] area olihisagreenierli. For the rcitlii

liscu,etl immediately hetow. the aLlininistrativejudge ænds ira! lie p,i’ponderancc oi’tlic

evidence upports adoption of a value of$90,60t1 with SI 5,St] alhixated to the land and

$74 ,X U to the improvements.

I lie tdiiiiri,str;,iisc judge ‘‘al’ thi:rt tue [air nh,ikct value t’’iihjecI proper! a’ ii

J mu; in I, 2335 cnitit utc the releyni LSSLLC. The admi,ii strati’ dc Ii nds that a virieLy

el methodologies can he utilized to establish market value. The adrninicrativc judge finds

that the assessrr is not lund to Use his pre-reippr;,i, I mnethodol&,gy in perpetuity.

i,Icc the Inliver is a1,1,e,tuiig thni the determination ofilic Siilliviri otlnIy Board

of Equalization, the burden of proof is on the taxpayer. See State Board at ELlua I tZ, iii

Rule t it - I-. 111 and Big Fork :firring Company v Tennessee r Qwiiuv control

Brian!. 624 S.W.hl 5I ]ciniI..pp. lThl}.

Ihe icliji mistral ke uclgc finds that the taxIavLr ilkicd prf to show that IhL

portion of subject tract in the floodplain does indeed mod on a regular basis. II "ever, the

admirtistrativejudge finds that the taxpayer did not introduce any sales to establish the va!ue

otsubicet land or the property is a wInnie.
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The administrative judge finds that the portion ofsubject tract in the floodplain

obvious N. has ‘ess value than the .44 Ic res outs dc Ire floodpla En. HOWever, lie

administrative judge N riN timE a potent ai hLIVLr wou]d not neeesarii v separately al ije The

two cOmpone’ils in arri ing at an estirriate al value lronical!v, the administrative judge

finds that the preponderance of the evidence supporis the $1 580! land value recommended

l,v lie SuIIiv;irr Corniiv Board o[Fqimaliz:ittons

he aclniinistr;iiivc ludoc NtIl’ thai the 1roxl’Ip]r- l the ieiirhbor garage to the

taxpayer’s hone also caIrse a diniunition in value. Ci iveil the previoLLs] y di scused

adj usinient it subject land, lie admini str:Ltive j tjke finds subject residence should he

depittrated art addiiiorial 2 winch re>jjlrs in oral iinprovei,icnt aloe olS7l.sOu iller

rouildLnz.

ORDER

It is therefore ORJJERED that the fi!lowint2 value and asse,smelit he adopted for tax

year 2111.5

l,ANl .-LIJF lTPI&OVI NIE VAItI 1 YlAl VAI UL. .-SSfSSll:N I

Sl5lt.IO S74800 591.600 S22.6511

It i Fl RI Ill-k OR I RI-: I I thai any applicable hearin2 cost’ he ;isscsscti pursuant Eu

!cnri,Code .-‘lrL §n -5-15PIdandstate BoiLrtloH-qLLnhiz:iiinlll RuleO6Ol-l-.L.

Pursuant to the t iniior Adminisntive Procedures.-ci. I cnn. Code ‘fl!i 4-3-

301- 35, lerni. Code Ann. 67-5-lit], and the Rules ofConicted Case Procedure oftlic

Stare Board oEkualizaiion. tire panics are advised nItlic fol]oini remedies:

I. A par! nay appeal Ilins decision and order RI the Asscs’’ncnit Appeals

Commission pursuant to [cnn. :]e Allir § 6’-- lilt’ and Rule 0600-I -.12

of the Conlested Case. Proccdure if the State Board of F{ualizatinr

lewiessee ode Annotuied 67-5- l50Iei provides hat an appeal nunsi be

lIed nilliin thirty 30 days rrom the date the Initial decisirni is: sent."

Rule 0600-I-, 12 of the Contested Case Proceduies of the State Board of

Ftquali zat ui’ nov ides that the appeal be filed with the itxec Liii VC Secretary of

lie S late Board irid that the appeal "icIe’i I it he allegedly erroneous

findings of fact sod/or conclusionC- of law in the initial order" kr

2. A party may petition for reconsideration of this decision and order pursuant Rn

‘lenn ‘ode Ann. 4_S_ 17 within fiticeij 151 day ot the er,tc iii the order.

[lie petiuion br rec,ibLdcration mis’ slate the xclic gronlils uI,oi, wEnch

relief i requested. The filing of a petition br reconsideration is riot a

prerequisite or seeking administrative orjudicial review; or

lw ‘]‘rappuiipnl Jthe b,ard ,lier’ .ii,ji.nv thu IuiiI .>ImlIn,..l unit ;irki

5 I.cr;iir u’ii,Y’ i,iUiliiici I,ij-i:. J ‘he a
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3. A pasty may petition for a stay of eftectiveness of this decision and order

ursuani Iii lenn. ode .nn. 4-5-U within sc’cri 7 days of ilie crfl’y ol

lw order

This o’-Icr does not become final until an official ccrtiticatc is issued by the

Asscsuwnt ... ppeals Coni ruission. 0 flcial cciii ti eates arc nonnally issued Sc’ ciiiy-five

{7 dvs afler the e’nn ofthe inilial decisicm ;lnLl xIer ifiio pa’tv las appealed.

l-:N[ERHD tIii iftFi da iI:iiril, 2006.

IAl<K J. MINSKY /

A [ I N IR .. il F it IX I
ILNNESSEE DErAR LMENT 01 IAiI
ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURISS DIVISION

1’ Ir. CILIWIICe II. Cole
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